REMARKS 



A final Office Action was mailed on June 22, 2004. Claims 1 - 41 are pending in 
the present application. With this response, Applicant amends claims 1-6, 11-19, 21- 
29, 31 - 36, 38 and 41, and adds new claim 42. No new matter is introduced. Support for 
the amended and new claims may be found, for example, in Applicant's specification at 
page 12, line 19 - page 15, line 7 and page 15, line 9 - page 18, line 2. 

ALLOWABLE SUBJECT MATTER 

Applicant thanks the Examiner for indicating claims 8, 18, 28 and 38 are objected 
to as being dependent on rejected base claims 1, 11,21 and 31, but would be allowable if 
rewritten in independent form. For the reasons cited below, Applicant submits that 
associated base claims 1, 11,21 and 31 are allowable, and that the objections relating to 
claims 8, 18, 28 and 38 are thereby overcome. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully 
requests that the objections to claims 8, 18, 28 and 38 be withdrawn. 

OBJECTIONS TO SPECIFICATION 

The specification is also objected to for unclear use of terminology. Specifically, 
the Examiner finds that the term "broken" at page 3, line 19 of Applicant's specification 
is unclear. Applicant amends the specification at page 3, line 19 to replace "broken" with 
"incorrectly or incompletely rendered", and respectfully requests that the objection be 
withdrawn. 

The specification is further objected to for failing provide sufficient antecedent 

basis for the claim term "optional area". Applicant respectfully disagrees. In claim 1 , for 

example, the claim term "optional area" simply refers to an area within the frame which 

contains predetermined unit areas of the frame, for which predetermined unit areas a 
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determination is made as to whether overwrite rendering for an object will be possible or 
not (in other words, an optional area is simply a predetermined area of the frame). In 
claim 2, Applicant further defines the optional area by way of example as being 
determined based on a rendering range for the object (see, e.g., predetermined range E as 
illustrated in FIG. 6). 

In support of the example provided in claim 2, at least one species of "optional 
area" is specifically described in the specification that is based on a rendering range for 
an object (see, e.g., claim 2 and page 13, lines 9 - 24 of Applicant's specification). 
Applicant respectfully submits that an adequate antecedent basis provided in the 
specification to support the species of "optional area" defined in claim 2, and that this 
description of species provides sufficient support as well for the genus term. Accordingly, 
Applicant respectfully requests that the objection to the specification be withdrawn. 

OBJECTIONS TO CLAIMS 

Claims 4, 14, 24 and 34 are objected to for use of unclear terminology ("setting 
the Z coordinate value to a value indicating an infinite distance"). Applicant thanks the 
Examiner for recommending amending these claims by replacing "an infinite distance" 
with "a maximum or minimum Z coordinate value", and amends these claims 
accordingly. Applicant respectfully requests therefore that the objection to claims 4, 14, 
24 and 34 be withdrawn. 

REJECTION UNDER 35 U.S.C. $ 102 

Claims 1 - 7, 9 - 17, 19 - 27, 29 - 37 and 39 - 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,990,904 to Griffin. Applicant amends 
claims 1 -4, 6, 11 - 18, 19, 21, 22 - 27, 29, 31 - 36 and to further clarify his invention, 
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and respectfully traverses this rejection. Applicant also amends claim 22 to address a 

minor informality, amends claim 5 to depend from new claim 42, and amends claim 41 to 

better conform to accepted claiming practice for computer-related inventions. 

In our Response of April 30, 2004, we made the following arguments: 

In independent claims 1, 11,21 and 31, Applicant discloses a rendering 
method, apparatus, computer-readable recording medium recording a 
rendering processing program, and program processor executing a 
rendering processing program. In each case, the underlying rendering 
process includes the steps of: a) subdividing a frame where a two- 
dimensional image is formed into predetermined unit areas, b) determining 
an optional area in the frame, and c) determining whether or not overwrite 
rendering is possible for each unit area in the optional area. 

Griffin discloses a method for merging pixel fragments to reduce memory 
usage in a graphics rendering system (see, e.g., abstract of Griffin). Griffin 
discloses the use of multiple independent image layers composited 
together (gsprites), which can be divided into regions called "chunks" 
(see, e.g., column 7, lines 50 - 67 and column 9, lines 22 - 27 of Griffin). 
Gsprites preferably are each assigned one display object, can be displayed 
in a depth order (see, e.g., column 15, lines 21 - 32), and manipulated to 
account for hidden surfaces (see, e.g., FIG. 16 of Griffin). 

As defined by Applicant, overwrite rendering provides a means for 
example by which an image of an object A can be overwritten and 
rendered on an image of an object B even if the object A is further from a 
virtual viewpoint of a viewer than the object B. While the gsprites of 
Griffin provide a means for alternate display of tiled objects, unlike 
Applicant's claimed invention, Griffin does not specifically disclose or 
suggest a means for overwrite rendering. . . . 

The Examiner finds this argument to be unpersuasive, suggesting that the 
described features of overwrite rendering (i.e., providing "a means for example by which 
an image of an object A can be overwritten and rendered on an image of an object B even 
if the object A is further from a virtual viewpoint of a viewer than the object B") are not 
specifically recited as claim limitations. 

Applicant amends independent claims 1, 22, 21, 31 and 41 to further recite that 
overwrite rendering provides, with respect to an optional area corresponding to a first 
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object, a "means for rendering a portion of the first object in an area overlapping a 
portion of the optional area that corresponds to a portion of a second object in the two- 
dimensional image . . . wherein the first object is positioned further from a virtual 
viewpoint than the second object and the first object is rendered in each unit area in the 
overlapping area for which overwrite rendering is determined to be possible". Applicant 
repeats the arguments made in the Response of April 30, and asserts that Griffin 
specifically fails to disclose or suggest Applicant's claimed means for overwrite 
rendering that enables a first object positioned further from a virtual viewpoint than a 
second object to be rendered in each of a plurality of unit areas in an area corresponding 
to a portion of the second object that overlaps a portion of an optional area that 
corresponds to the first object for which overwrite rendering is not inhibited . 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that independent claims 1, 11, 21, 
31, and 41 are not anticipated by Griffin, and are therefore allowable. As claims 2 - 4, 6, 
7, 9, 10, 12 - 17, 19, 20, 22 - 27, 29, 30, 32 - 37, 39 and 40 each depend from one of 
allowable claims 1, 11,21, and 31, Applicant further submits that claims 2 - 4, 6, 7, 9, 
10, 12 - 17, 19, 20, 22 - 27, 29, 30, 32 - 37, 39 and 40 are allowable for at least this 
reason. 

NEW CLAIM 

Applicant adds new claim 42, which is directed to a second embodiment of the 

disclosed rendering method that is described, for example, in Applicant's specification at 

page 15, line 9 - page 18, line 2. In new claim 42, the overwrite rendering step provides 

means for rendering a portion of a second object in an area corresponding to a portion of 

a second object that overlaps a portion of an optional area corresponding to the first 

object; where the second object is positioned nearer to a virtual viewpoint than the first 
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object and rendering is inhibited in each unit area in the overlapping area for which 
overwrite rendering is determined to be inhibited. Applicant respectfully submits that, as 
Griffin fails to specifically disclose or suggest a means for overwrite rendering as 
claimed, new claim 42 is allowable. 

CONCLUSION 

An earnest effort has been made to be fully responsive to the Examiner's 
objections. In view of the above amendments and remarks, it is believed that claims 1-42, 
consisting of independent claims 1,11, 21, 31, 41 and 42 and the claims dependent 
therefrom, are in condition for allowance. Passage of this case to allowance is earnestly 
solicited. However, if for any reason the Examiner should consider this application not to 
be in condition for allowance, he or she is respectfully requested to telephone the 
undersigned attorney at the number listed below prior to issuing a further Action. 

Any fee due with this paper may be charged on Deposit Account 50-1290. 
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